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Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments presented in the Pre-Appeal Request for Review on 02/26/2008 
with respect to claims 1-22 have been considered and prosecution has been reopened. The 
Applicant's arguments however are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 - 8 and 10 - 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hocker et al. in US Patent No. 5930368 (hereinafter Hocker) further in view of Dinescu, in 
EP 1286267 (hereinafter Dinescu). 

3. For claim 1 and similar claim 12, HOCKER discloses: 

A system for activating one or more security functions of a mobile device, comprising: 

a) a mobile device holder; (see Fig. 2, item 30: clocking port/area) and 

b) a mobile device containing a proximity detector, (see Fig. 1, item 10: portable device) 
wherein the proximity detector is configured to detect that the mobile device is stored in the 
mobile device holder (see column 3, lines 26 - 29: upon docking...), and the mobile device is 
configured to activate one or more security functions when the proximity detector detects that 
the mobile device is stored in the mobile device holder (see column 3, lines 24 - 26: encryption 
key...; column 7, lines 1 - 2: icon 82 provide... additional security...; column 7, lines 39 - 46), 
but does not expressly teach wherein the one or more security functions include deleting 
confidential information from a memory of the mobile device. 
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Dinescu however discloses wherein the one or more security functions include deleting 
confidential information from a memory of the mobile device (see e.g. Abstract; [0008]: [0018]: 
deleting memory after a period of inactivity). 

Hocker and Dinescu are analogous art because they are from similar problem solving 
areas (protecting data within a portable electronic device to prevent unauthorized access to that 
data). At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to modify the security functions of 
Hooker's portable device such that it would include memory deletion as in Dinescu. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to provide additional security functions to maintain 
security of data/information stored on the mobile device. 

For claim 2, HOCKER discloses: 
The system of claim 1, wherein the proximity detector outputs a signal when it detects that the 
mobile device is stored in the mobile device holder (see Fig. 7; column 8, lines 8-12: wake-up 
signal...). 

For claim 3, HOCKER discloses: 
The system of claim 1, wherein the proximity detector is polled by a processor to determine 
whether the mobile device is stored in the mobile device holder (see column 8, lines 16-18). 

For claim 4 and similar claim 13, HOCKER discloses: 
The system of claim 1 , wherein the one or more security functions restrict access to select 
information stored in, received at, or inputted to the mobile device (see column 3, lines 24 - 26; 
column 7, lines 39 - 46). 

For claim 5 and similar claim 14, HOCKER discloses: 
The system of claim 1 , wherein the one or more security functions restrict access to all 
resources of the mobile device (see column 3, lines 24 - 26; column 7, lines 39 - 46). 
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For claim 6 and similar claim 15, US'868 discloses: 
The system of claim 1 , wherein the one or more security functions can only be overridden by a 
user selected password or passphrase (see column 3, lines 24 - 26; column 4, lines 48 - 54; 
column 7, lines 39 - 46). 

For claim 7, HOCKER discloses: 
The system of claim 1, wherein the mobile device holder includes a magnet, (see Fig. 10: item 
212: column 4, lines 60 - 65; column 9, lines 25 - 30). 

For claim 8, HOCKER discloses: 
The system of claim 1, wherein the proximity detector is a magnet detector, (see Fig. 9a, item 
206; column 4, lines 60 - 65; column 9, lines 25 - 30) 

For claim 10, HOCKER discloses: 
The system of claim 1, wherein the proximity detector can differentiate between multiple mobile 
device holders, (see column 2, lines 38-41: address identifier...; column 3, lines 39 - 43) 

For claim 11, HOCKER discloses: 
The system of claim 10, wherein the one or more security functions activated can be 
individualized for different mobile device holders, (see column 8, lines 62 - 67: processing 
inquiry) 

For claim 16 and similar claim 20, HOCKER discloses: 
The system of claim 1 , wherein the confidential information is a decrypted version of encrypted 
information, (see column 3, lines 24 - 26: encryption key...; column 7, lines 39 - 48) 

For claim 17, HOCKER discloses: 
The system of claim 16, wherein the decrypted version of encrypted information is information 
being displayed on a display of the mobile device when the mobile device is stored in the holder 
(see column 3, lines 24 - 26; column 7, lines 39 - 48: decryption...). 
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For claim 18 and similar claim 21, HOCKER discloses the system of claim 1, including 
one or more security functions (see column 3, lines 24 - 26: encryption key...; column 7, lines 1 
- 2: icon 82 provide... additional security...; column 7, lines 39 - 46) but does not expressly 
disclose the one or more security functions include closing a data item currently being 
displayed. 

Dinescu however discloses wherein the one or more security functions include closing a 
data item currently being displayed (see [001 5]; [0032]). 

Hocker and Dinescu are analogous art because they are from similar problem solving 
areas (protecting data within a portable electronic device to prevent unauthorized access to that 
data). At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to modify the security function of 
Hooker's portable device such that it would include closing currently displayed data items as in 
Dinescu. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide additional security functions to 
maintain security of data/information stored on the mobile device. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hocker et al. in 

US Patent No. 5930368 (hereinafter Hocker) and Dinescu, in EP 1286267 (hereinafter 

DINESCU) further in view of the admitted prior art Lygas. 
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For claim 9, HOCKER discloses a magnet detector but does not expressly disclose the 
magnet detector is a Hall effect magnetic proximity detector. 

Lygas however does disclose a magnet detector is a Hall effect magnetic proximity 
detector, (see column 3, lines 42 - column 4, lines 1-19 and 64 - 67) 

Hocker and Lygas are analogous art because they are from similar problem solving 
areas (establishing connection between a portable device and a base unit/holder). At the time of 
the invention it would have been obvious to modify the magnet detector of Hocker to a Hall 
effect magnetic proximity detector as in the admitted prior art of Lygas as the two are obvious 
variants of each other. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 19 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hocker 

in US Patent No. 5930368 (hereinafter Hocker) and Dinescu, in EP 1286267 (hereinafter 

DINESCU) further in view lijima in US Patent No. 4800520 (hereinafter US '520). 

For claim 19 and similar claim 22, HOCKER discloses the system of claim 1, including 
one or more security functions (see column 3, lines 24 - 26: encryption key...; column 7, lines 1 
- 2: icon 82 provide .. .additional security...; column 7, lines 39 - 46) but does not expressly 



disclose performing a secure garbage collection function. 
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lijima however in US '520 discloses wherein the one or more security functions include 
performing a secure garbage collection function, (see Title and Abstract). 

Hocker and lijima are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor 
(use of portable electronic devices). At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
modify the security function of Hooker's portable device such that it would include performing a 
secure garbage collection function as in lijima. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
provide additional security functions to maintain security of data/information stored on the 
mobile device. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Li et al. in US PGPub No. 2008/0040608 discloses a security memory device and 
method for making same. Sutherland in US Patent No. 6292898 discloses active erasure of 
electronically stored data upon tamper detection. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to LAUREL LASHLEY whose telephone number is (571)272-0693. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, alt Fridays btw 7:30 am & 5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gilberto Barron, Jr. can be reached on 571-272-3799. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Laurel Lashley 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2132 

/L L/ 

25 June 2008 



/Benjamin E Lanier/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2132 



